From the formulary adopted in the letters we may assume that Hattusili was a functionary of the same rank as Himuili, since the former addresses the latter with the term "brother". Tarhunmiya, on the other hand, must have been of inferior rank to Himuili, since the former addresses the latter as "lord", both in the heading as well as in the course of the letter, and refers to himself as "son"6. Tarhunmiya's subordinate position is also inferred by the tone of the supplementary letter here under examination.
Hattusili, and in the postscriptum Tarhunmiya, address Himuili once again about a matter they have already written repeatedly, namely, damages brought to bear on the "house" of Tarhunmiya, located in the administrative district of Himuili, by "men of the district" and "men of the town" and the imposition of the duties sahhan and luzzi by "men of the town" (see below). The fact that the matter in question has protracted for some time is confirmed by references to it in other letters from Ma §at7, and by the use in this specific document of various verbs in the iterative*.
The scribal circle9 which Tarhunmiya belonged to must have been under the control of Hattusili; this is clear from the interest which the latter shows in the problems of Tarhunmiya, as well as from the already mentioned difference in rank between the two men.
From the letters concerning the affairs of Tarhunmiya we can reasonably assume that at the time the letters were written he resided, or at least carried out his profession, in the city of Tapikka (this depends on the meaning attributed in the letters to the expression "house of Tarhunmiya"; see below), occasionally moving to other localities as requirements dictated10. 6 . Obv. 19, Lower Edge 21, Rev 25, 29, 38, 40; on Tarhunmiya see S. Alp, HBM 95 f. 7. HKM 27 and 60; on this see S. de Martino -F. Imparati, art. cit. I l l f.; to these letters should probably be added also HKM 80: see below. 8. Obv. 7, 8,9, 12, 16, Rev. 27,33. 9. Which probably also exercised administrative functions. 10. Note that Tarhunmiya, who is mentioned several times in the Ma §at documents,
is not yet attested to in the documentation of Hattusa, contrary to what happens for other personages.
The provenance o f the letter
We are unclear as to where Hattusili and Tarhunmiya were at the time the letter was written, although it was certainly in a place where there was a Palace.
Indeed, in this letter, in Obv. 6-8 and 17-18, Hattusili notifies Himuili that the question of the damages being inflicted upon Tarhunmiya may or may not be taken to the Palace (E.GAL)11; in the supplementary letter, Rev. 42-Upper Edge 46, Tarhunmiya assures Himuili that he will carry out at the Palace the matter concerning the horses and chariots about which the latter has written to him (see below).
This Palace was in all probability one of those important seats with administrative functions under the authority of the central government, situated in various parts of the kingdom, where the king could also reside in the course of his journeys12.
The term E.GAL often recurs in the letters of Ma §at13, where it appears to have had the function of a centre responsible for the collection and distribution of goods (HKM 2414) and for the organization of armaments (HKM 5215 and 6316). It also functioned as a higher authority whose task it was, for example, to investigate matters concerning the agricultural life of various districts (HKM 11. In 11. 17-18 Hattusili ends his letter with the threat that if damage continues to be inflicted on the scribe (=Tarhunmiya), he (Hattusili) will rfefer the matter in the Palace. 12. See S.Alp, HBM 309 on the meaning of E.GAL in the Ma §at letters; the queotion of the location of these E.GAL™5 in the various situations considered in the letters has not however been dealt with. 13. See in fact the passages indicated by S. Alp, loc. cit, and also in the Index p. 424 s.v. 14. Letter written by the king to Piseni, where the Palace is mentioned in Obv. 14 and Rev. Moreover, the fact that two of these letters (HKM 10 and 24), which dealt with two separate issues, were sent by the king is not, in my opinion, sufficient evidence to suggest that the Palace referred to in them was in Hattusa. We should remember, indeed, that from letter HKM 20 it emerges that the king, the sender of it, was at the time in Sapinuwa (present-day Ortakoy29), it being specified that the city was reachable in two days, evidently from Tapikka30. 26 . Only in HKM 81-sent by Tarhunmiya to two persons whom he calls his lord and lady and also father and mother, therefore of a superior status to his ownin Lower Edge 19-Rev. 20 is there mention of the Palace of Hanh[ana], unfortunately, however, in a highly fragmentary context. 27. The heading and a large part of the tablet have not survived. 28. And also of the defense of something else, nothing of whose designation has remained in the letter other than an indication of the plural. 29. On the identification of Ortakoy as the Hittite Sapinuwa see A. Siiel, Belleten LIX/225 (1995) 271-283. 30. In this letter the king orders its recipients, GasSu and Pipappa, to hastily mobilize the troops of Ishupitta and (Lower Edge 10-12) take them "rapidly in two days before My Sun". Compare, instead, letter HKM 15, where the king writes to Gassu and to Zilapiya, telling them to lead, together with troops, warriors on chariots, which they have at their disposal, rapidly in three days before My Sun, something which may indicate that at the time the king must have been in a place that was not Sapinuwa.
At this point, it would seem plausible also to hypothesize that in most of the above-mentioned cases reference is made to the same Palace, situated in an administrative district not far from that of Tapikka, but of greater prominence. The administration of Tapikka would presumably have consulted this Palace on issues of greater importance; there would therefore have been no need for geographical specifications to indicated it. Occasionally the king would stay in this Palace for a period of time, for various reasons (military, religious, administrative), and see to various affairs involving neighbouring districts, to whose governors he must at times have sent letters. For their own part, these governors would take advantage of the fact that the king was in their area to inform him of various matters and consult him with a view to resolving various issues.
It is interesting in this context to remember that from letter HKM 60, another of the letters where there is mention of the "house" of Tarhunmiya (see n. 7)Jl, we learn that, as S. Alp has observed32, Tarhunmiya was in Sapinuwa at the time of its writing33. I believe that this is confirmed, among other things, also by the fact that the sender of the letter, Sarpa, a high dignitary who at the time occupied a political position of considerable importance in Sapinuwa34, alluding to certain damages suffered by Tarhunmiya, reffered to what the latter had "said" to him (memiSta, Obv. 11 and 21[), rather than what had been "written" to him, as occurs instead in other cases. Now, given that we know that Sapinuwa was a more important district than that of Tapikka35, whose administration appears in 31 . Presumably subsequent to the letter under examination: see S. de Martino-F.
Imparati, art. cit. 112. 32. HBM 97 (cf. also p. 92 sub Sarpa); see also S. de Martino-F. Imparati, art. cit.
112 n. 65. 33. This does not mean that Tarhunmiya resided there (see above), but simply that he was in Sapinuwa at that time. 34. According to S. Alp, HBM 92, the position of Sarpa was superior to that of the 1ÜEN MADKALT1 of Tapikka. 35. See S. Alp, HBM 36 f.; this also seems to emerge from some still unpublished letters from the excavations presently being carried out at Ortakôy, according to certain respects to have been under the jurisdiction, or at least within the sphere of influence, of Sapinuwa, to me it seems possible that in our letter HKM 52 (and perhaps also in others where the term E.GAL appears) reference is made to the Palace situated in this centre. The existence of a Palace here has been known about for some time, and is confirmed by excavations presently being carried out there.
In fact, from many Hittite texts from the archives of Hattusa we learn of the great importance which Sapinuwa had during the course of Hittite history, as a religious centre, as a political and administrative seat, and as a military base. We know that some Hittite rulers resided there on various occasions. Moreover, there are several references to the Palace of Sapinuwa in these documents, from which we get a sense of its prominence, and members of the staff (LÜm es) of this Palace are also mentioned36. The importance of the Palace is also clear from the imposing structure of the building that has come to light in the course of the excavations of Ortaköy37.
The hypothesis of identifying the Palace of Sapinuwa as the Palace mentioned in letter HKM 52 and also in other letters from Maşat would be consistent with the close ties which this centre seems to have had with HattuSa and with the royal family in the Hittite Middle Kingdom38, ties which continued to exist in later periods. In any case, whatever the location of the Palace mentioned in letter HKM 52, it seems clear from the context that Hattusili had a certain influence in this centre. The phrase in Obv. 17 f., particularly, almost sounds like a threat directed at Himuili in the event that the latter fails to protect the "house" of Tarhunmiya: " (Obv. 15-18) Now (you=Himuili) keep your eye on (this); they must not continue to oppress him (=Tarhunmiya); if not, I will come (and) say this/report this in the Palace".
Moreover, the use in this letter too39, in Obv. 8 and 18, of the verb mema-(rather than hatrai-) seems to support the hypothesis that Hattusili was actually in the locality where this Palace was situated and that he had the opportunity to talk directly to influential people about matters which concerned him, like this one regarding the "house" of Tarhunmiya.
As has already been pointed out, in connection with the passage in Rev. 42-Upper Edge 46, Tarhunmiya also had relations with this Palace, evidently because of his profession as a scribe, although he had less influence than Hattusili.
The "house" o f Tarhunmiya
The damages inflicted on Tarhunmiya and his "house" is also mentioned in other letters from Ma §at, the context of which has enabled us to hypothesize a sequence of the events described in them40.
The act of "damaging" is expressed by the verb dammeshai-41, which is often used in these letters in connection with damage to agriculture inflicted by enemies. We also find instances in which this verb refers to damage of another kind, as, for example, in the above-mentioned letter HKM 60, in which Sarpa in Obv. 14 speaks of damage brought to bear on Tarhunmiya by two persons; further on in the same letter, Rev. 22-26, it is specified that one of these persons has in fact broken Tarhunmiya's chariot, which therefore has to be repaired well for him.
The verb in question, with the meaning "to inflict damage" or "to oppress", is also found in letter HKM 80 Obv. 6'. The first part of this letter has not survived, so we know neither the name of the sender nor the name of its recipient. We can deduce however that the sender must have been of lower rank since in Obv. 5' the former addresses himself to the latter using the title "(my) lord". I wonder whether the sender of this letter was not Tarhunmiya and the recipient Himuili, since in Obv. 5-6' it is written: (My) lord, keep an eye on my house. And they must not damage/oppress it!". Moreover, the sender of the postscriptum of this letter was Hattusili, who as we have seen was linked to Tarhunmiya.
Note that the verb dammeshai-also appears in other documents together with the terms sahhan and luzzi, and has the meaning of "to oppress" someone with these duties42. In letter HKM 52 Rev. 37 the expression sahhani luzzi=yaAuzziya tittanu-is used in an analogous way, i.e. "subjecting (someone) to sahhan and luzzi/ (and) lu zzi" As has already been pointed out elsewhere43 with regard to this letter, while in the postscriptum Tarhunmiya refers explicitly to his "house" (Rev. 26, 30), in the "principal" letter written by Hattusili the latter talks of the "house of the scribe" (Obv. 11), without further specification. Given that Tarhunmiya is in fact a scribe, it is reasonable to assume that in both cases reference is being made to the same "house, upon which it is said, in these passages and also in other letters, that damage is being inflicted. The statement at 1.10 f., that "there within your (=Himuili's) disctrict (;maniyahhiya a[nd]a) (there is) only44 one scribe's house", may suggest that the place in question was not specifically Tarhunmiya's dwelling or patrimonial and/or family complex, but possibly an administrative centre where he worked; however, this does not exclude that when he was in Tapikka he also resided there. Note, by way of comparison, the administrative centre described as the "house of the scribes on wood" (E lu'm csDUB.SAR.GIS) in KUB XXV 31+1142/z Obv. 1045.
A public institution46 would also be suggested by Tarhunmiya's request to place a man UKU.US (Rev. 30-31) in front of the "house", this presumably meaning a watchman/gendarme47. It seems to me that the interpretation of this "house" as a public place is further supported by Hattusili's threat to take the matter up in the Palace and the weighty intervention of Sarpa, the high dignitary of Sapinuwa, in favour of Tarhunmiya's "house", an intervention which constitutes the reason for the "principal" letter HKM 60. In Lower Edge 18-Rev. 20 Sarpa even announces that, when he goes before the king, he will bring with him two persons who are guilty in relation to Tarhunmiya. The request for royal intervention in the matter shows the gravity and importance of the issue and is more in keeping with a situation that in some way affected also the interests of the central administration, rather than with a private affair.
Competences o f the "men o f the district" and the "men o f the town"
What seems to me to be of considerable interest in the present letter is that the initiative for the imposition on Tarhunmiya of the obligations sahhan and luzzi-as well as the responsibility for certain damages inflicted on the scribe-is attributed to the "men of the town" (LÚm es URU/,m ) and perhaps also to the "men of the district" (LÚm " KUR")40: see below.
The letter we are studying has been compared by S. Alp49 with another letter from Emar (present-day Meskene)50, in which, among other things51, consideration is made of the case of the arbitrary imposition of sahhan and luzzi by a Hittite functionary, Alziyamuwa, who performed administrative functions in the area, on a diviner, who was "previously"52 exempt from them53. The Hittite king intervenes personality to restore the previous situation. 48 . Rev. 32, see also Rev. 36 and 38, where the two expressions appear separately; from the context, however, it would not seem that in the specific case this distinction alluded to a difference in the competences of these two bodies, although this may have been possible in practice due both to their size -the men of the district were certainly more numerous than the men of the town-and, perhaps, to a more diversified compositon; see also below. However, this last letter deals with an issue that is substantially different from the one described in the Ma §at letter. In the letter from Meskene, in fact, the sovereign condemns in the Ma §at letter. I the letter from Meskene, in fact, the sovereign condemns an abuse committed by one of his functionaries in the area and annuls the decisions taken by him (see n. 51).
In the Ma §at letter, instead, the arbitrary imposition of duties was effected not by a dignitary under the authority of the central government, but by members of a local community, that is, by the "men of the town", possibily with the connivance-or at least without the vigorous opposition-of the Palace dignitary Himuili, who appears to have done little to deal with and resolve the matter in favour of the other employee of the central administration, Tarhunmiya. This can be gleaned from the fact that various letters and solicitations about this matter are sent to Himuli, requesting that he take it upon himself to resolve the case.
It is probable, indeed, that in our letter also, as elsewhere in Hittite documents, the expressions "men of the district" and "men of the town" designated members of the community of free men in the various administrative centres who were not incorporated within the structure of the state bureaucracy. In fact, Hattusili's statement in Obv. 1 that others are responsible for causing damage to Tarhunmiya seems to me to indicate that the persons in question did not belong to the central administration.
Thus, if we are to accept this interpretation, we must wonder in the name of what right or authority these members of the local communities imposed duties like the sahhan and luzzi on Tarhunmiya, who was a royal functionary. Indeed, if we accept the equation of the expression "house of the scribe" with the expression "house of Tarhunmiya", and the hypothesis that this "house" was an administrative centre subject to the authority of the central government, the action of the local community would also have been directed against this authority.
An important question emerges, therefore, and that is whether the local community might in some instances have had the competence to impose duties, particularly on an employee of the royal administration, or whether, in the case in question, it had done so unlawfully. Clearly an answer to this question would shed new light both on the competences of the local community in the sphere of Hittite provincial administration and on the relations of this element with the central government.
It is interesting, in this context, to recall that in two acts, one issued by Hattusili III and the other by Tuthaliya IV, in the passages in which these rulers grant certain goods exemption from specific duties, mention is also made of exemption from ELKU, an obligation due as much to two high dignitaries employed by the central government, the BEL MADGALTI and the EN KUR", as to the highest local authority, the MASKIM URU1054.
"bronze tablet". Bo 86/299 II 59-70, where sahhan (and) luzzi are always mentioned joined asyndetically. It should be noted that in the Meskene letter, in Obv. 15, we find a special acusative form, luzzin, in place of the usual form luzzi as a neutral accusative: this was probably an error on the part of the scribe, perhaps resulting from the attraction of the nearby form sahhan? 54. KBo Therefore, these passages inform us only of the fact that certain duties were due not only to royal functionaries, but also to a high exponent of the local community; it is not clear, however, whether or not the latter also had the authority to impose such duties. Anyway, it was always the royal power which granted exemption from what was due not only to its dignitaries, but also to the representative of the local community. Now, from the letter of Ma §at that we are presently examining, Rev. 36-37, it appears that it was the "men of the town" who imposed the duties sahhan and luzzi on Tarhunmiya, and not that they merely carried out the task of providing for the fulfillment of these obligations. From the context of this letter, when there is mention of the imposition of these duties, it seems to me that we can infer that there was a request for the intervention of the royal dignitary, put in charge of the administration of the district of Tapikka, against this action of the "men of the town" only because the scribe in question was not bound to fulfill such duties and not because the local community had carried out an action that did not lie within its competence. In fact Hattusili, in Obv. 13-14, asks Himuili: "(Are there) sahhan and luzzi (obligations) for the scribes? Why does (he= Tarhunmiya) continue to perform them there55?"56. And in Rev. 34-39 Tarhunmiya writes to Himuili: "Moreover for me there was no (obligations) sahhan and luzzi. Now the men of the town have subjected me to sahhan and to luzzi / (and) to luzzi. So, (my) lord, ask those aforementioned men of the district, [i]f I have (ever) performed sahhan and luzzi*1.
55. In the administrative district of Tapikka. 56. See G. Beckman, art. rit. 26. 57. We could perhaps hypothesize that Tarhunmiya, although a royal employee, also had usufruct of lands situated in Tapikka and belonging to the local comminities which, for this reason, would have imposed these duties on him. We may recall, in this regard, that in § § 40 and 41 of the collection of Hittite laws we find Palace employees and members of the local communities associated in the usufruct of lands, which were in fact subject to sahhan: see F. Imparati, JESHO 25, 229 ff. and 262. However, no reference is made in the Ma §at letters relative to the case of Tarhunmiya (see n. 7) to duties linked to the usufruct of lands.
Note that in this passage the "men of the town" are mentioned separately from the "men of the district", something that instead does not happen either in this letter or in the others cited in n. 7 when mention is made of the damages inflicted on Tarhunmiya and his "house". However there are no elements for attributing any particular significance to this distinction; besides, the enclitic particle -pat, attached in Rev. 38 to the expression "men of the district", would suggest a connection with the expression "men of the town" previously mentioned in Rev. 36.
With regard to a deeper knowledge the competences of the local community, in the sphere of the provincial districts, and about its relations with the central government, it may be useful to remember that occording to various texts from the archives of Hattusa the local community appears in some cases to have been charged by the sovereign with exercising a form of control over royal employees in the administration and government of the various state provinces, the idea being to prevent the latter from committing abuses to their own personal advantage58.
It is interesting, in this context, to recall that in an edict issued by Tuthaliya I/II5< ;, where it is established who has or has not the right to open a royal granary60, the "men of the town" are charged with the task of seizing whoever has opened the said granary against the royal will and taking the guilty person to the "king's gate", that is, the royal court, should they fail to do this, they themselves, the "men of the town", are obliged to indemnify the damage cacused by the opening of the granary. This is a demonstration of the involvement of the local community by royal authority, which attributes to it both the function of guarantor in respecting the sovereign's will, and joint responsibility in the misdeed and corresponding punishment in the event that this will fails to be respected61.
And the letter HBM 52 here under examination appears to show that in certain circumstances the local community may have had the power to impose duties on someone, even, in this specific case, a royal functionary62.
Admitting that such a possibility existed, we have now another element, even if small, to delineate the competences of the local community in the provincial seats. We are therefore increasingly obliged, in this context, to acknowledge the extraordinary value of the documents that are preserved in the archives of these centres. 61 . 1 wonder whether this joint responsibility was not due to the fact that the people who were prohibited from opening the king's granary -AGRIG administrator, doorkeepers and farmer-might themselves too form part of the local communities, or at least have some connection with them. 62. In the case in question, as has already been pointed out, the provincial governor, Himuili, royal functionary, does not appear to put himself out excessively to protect the employee who has suffered damages, namely the scribe Tarljunmiya.
